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The purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of regular and special
education teachers towards the inclusion of students with disabilities into a regular
education environment. The study examined school reform issues revolving around the
concept of inclusive education. Responses were compared to conclude if there were
notable differences related to gender, total numbers of years in the teaching profession,
number of years in the current position, and the current role in which the responder worked.
A survey instrument was designed to gather information on the perceptions of the
respondents concerning effective strategies for meeting the needs of students, support for
educational changes, and inclusive education. The survey included two sections:
demographic information and Likert Scale statements.
Survey packets were given to 383 regular education and 37 special education teachers.
A total of 323 surveys were returned for a rate of 77%.
The study revealed that the participants believed that special educators provide a
priceless service for students with disabilities. The responses from the survey indicated
that there was a difference in the perceptions of regular and special educators toward the
inclusion of students with disabilities, although they received effective methods and
strategies. The responders also differed in their perceptions toward inclusive education,
even if support for educational change was provided. Finally, the study revealed that there
were no significant differences between the regular and special educators' perceptions
towards the inclusion of students with disabilities, regarding the concept of special
education.
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Statement of the Problem
This research is a comparative study designed to examine the perceptions of regular
and special education teachers towards the inclusion of students with disabilities into a
mainstreamed classroom setting. The issue ofmainstreaming students with disabilities
into normative classrooms has been inextricably intertwined with the concerns ofwhether
and how they should be educated. Since the mid-1800’s, our nation has struggled to
accord to the public the responsibility for educating children with disabilities (Gartner &
Lipsky, 1997).
Education Reform has been a major part of our country’s educational priorities for
many years. The various demands placed upon our educational systems often display the
interests, priorities, and concerns ofparents, educators, and our society at large. These
demands place forces upon our educational system, which result in numerous waves of
reform on our educational system.
The first wave of educational reform in the 1980's placed emphasis on external factors:
higher standards (e.g., graduation requirements, no pass/ no play, attendance mles) and
often mandated curricula, strengthened teacher certification requirements, and a
substantial increase in funding (Gartner & Lipsky, 1997). The second wave of education
reform in the late 1980's focused on schools and school systems coming up with
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strategies to meet the needs of all students in the community, including those with
disabilities. The emphasis was on the role of the adult (e.g., teacher empowerment, site-
based management, charter schools, and parental choice). This particular movement
changed the traditional hierarchical, bureaucratic staffing and decision-making process.
Instead of having all decisions made by the central office administrators, the local school
administrator is “empowered” to make decisions related to their particular school. The
rationale for shifting the decision making power is based on the assumption that local
administrators are more likely to be aware of the needs of their particular schools, and
that their decisions would be more suitable in addressing their schools' problems than
those made by the central office. This reform movement holds real promise in the field
of special education because it addresses student outcomes and forces administrators and
teachers to challenge conventional patterns of providing for the needs of students with
disabilities (Marsh, Psdemski, Price, & Smith, 1995).
The third generation of reform currently underway focuses on the needs of students,
rather than on adult providers and their roles. Education is now restructured, especitilly
special education, in a way that recognizes that the student is the producer of educational
outcomes (Swartz, 1993).
A complicated part of the reform movement, however, relates to students who have
special educational needs. Many students in the school system receive at least part of
their instruction in a pull-out program. In pull-out programs student receive the majority
of instruction in the regular education environment, and participates in the pull- out
program for special education interventions (Marsh, Podemski, Price, & Smith, 1995).
These programs are designed for students who are eligible for federal, state, and local
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remedial or compensatory educational programs and who are experiencing difficulty
academically, or have been referred or found eligible for special education services
(Jenkins, Jewell, & Pious, 1990). There are many students receiving services from a
special education teacher or other specialist because of learning difficulties. Also, it is
unfortunate that students in regular education classes are experiencing difficulty
academically and/or failing. It is extremely important that educators take a critical look
at current delivery modes in order to meet the academic needs of our student population.
Many experts believe that the pull-out delivery systems, such as the ones used in special
education, are not effective in remediating or rehabilitating even mild type of disabilities.
They also believe that the regular education class can provide effective instruction that is
appropriate for all children and can accommodate individual differences, including
students with disabilities (Stainback & Stainback, 1990).
Educational restructuring is no easy task. Restructuring occurs on a continuous basis,
and the methods used to restructure should be matched to the cultirre of the school and
the commimity. In understanding the school culture, it is very important for
administrators to examine the variables related to the receptivity to change.
Consciousness of these variables gives priceless insights into the value system, feelings,
attitudes, and beliefs of the school and community. By understanding beliefs, feelings,
and attitudes, one can predict behavior to facilitate the change process within the school
environment. An administrator cannot make decisions based on another school's success.
A successful change in one school may prove to be a failure in another. No one
restructuring strategy is likely to be successful in all schools or all students. If an
individual is to accept the belief that school reform is as individualized as each school, it
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becomes imperative for one to address the perceptions of teacher. Teachers are the
people who will have the most influence upon the students they are ultimately trying to
serve.
Berreth (1992) argues that the only reform agenda needed is improving teaching for
learning for all students. This is a radical reform because there are educators who have
no understanding ofwhat these words mean. How to develop and implement a coherent,
rich learning experience for all students has become a major issue of the 1990s. There are
numerous avenues accessible for addressing the learning needs of students. It is
extremely important for teachers to be aware of their perceptions regarding learning for
students. The perceptions of teachers will directly impact the approach, environment, and
direction of educational reform.
During the early 1980’s, there was a growing concern regarding the effectiveness
of separate special education programs. It was during this period that Madeline Will,
then assistant secretary, U.S. Department of Education, called for both regular and special
educators to share responsibility for students with learning problems (Gartner & Lipsky,
1997). The Regular Education Initiative provided instructional services for students with
learning disabilities in the regular education classroom environment. The Regular
Education Initiative leaders had many distinguishable goals. The first goal was to merge
special and general education into one system. The second goal was to increase
dramatically the number of students with disabilities in mainstream classrooms using
full-time mainstreaming across the continuum. The third goal was to strengthen the
academic achievement of students with mild and moderate disabilities in addition to
students classified as underachievers (Fuch & Fuch, 1994).
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Madeline Will, the former Assistant Secretary of the U. S Department of
Education, outlined specific problems with the current education delivery system. She
proposed solutions within the regular education setting, all of which are designed to serve
students with learning disabilities effectively in the regular education classroom. Among
the proposed solutions are (a) removing administrative control from the central office and
giving it to the principal to manage tind coordinate categorical services; (b) increasing
instructional time within the classroom; (c) providing support for all teachers, including
building-based support teams, team teaching and in-service training; and (d) developing
and implementing new approaches, such a curriculum-based assessment, cooperative
learning, and personalized curricula (Jenkins, Jewell, & Pious, 1990).
The Regular Education Initiative (REI) met with substantial disagreement. The
opponents of the inclusive environment believed that although the current structure of
special education and entitlement program services and delivery was not flawless, it had
been effective for some students. These opponents also claim that educators were not
ready to implement cooperative inclusion of handicapped or entitlement program
students, that there is a strong case for intensive settings, and that instructional methods
such as direct instruction would be easier to implement in a specific rather than general
environment. There was also a concern about whether or not regular educators would be
willing to accept entitlement program students into their classrooms to a greater extent
and whether or not an inclusive environment has been given enough thought and review
to justify implementation (Barnhart, Huang, Mellblom, & Pearman, 1992). Regular and
special educators, and researchers continued to discuss the pro and cons of theoretical
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implications of the Regular Education Initiative (REI), implementation of the concept
resulted in the evolution of inclusion.
The concept of “full inclusion” calls for educating students with disabilities in a
regular education environment, instead of special classes or pull-out sessions. Fueled by
court decisions, parental demands, new research, and the exemplary success ofmany
educators, the inclusion movement not only called for radical change in how disabled
students are educated, it also raised concerns about how best to teach all students.
Although the term inclusion is new, the concept is not. The Individual with Disabilities
Act (IDEA) of 1990 was initially implemented as the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA) and was often known as Public Law 94-142. This public law mandates that all
children with disabilities receive access to a free and appropriate public education
(FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE), with age-appropriate peers, to the
maximum extent appropriate to the needs of the handicapped child (Marsh, Price,
Podemski, Price, & Smith, 1995). According to Reeves (1992), both the Regular
Education Initiative and inclusion are volatile educational reform issues. Both issues
seek to include children with a range of learning problems with their age-appropriate
peers, instead of segregating them. Parents, advocates and numerous educators feel that
these issues reflect the moral and social conscience of today’s society. Furthermore,
rising court cases over separate educational placements make it impossible to ignore these
vital issues. If the Regular Education Initiative and inclusion becomes ingrained, a new
era in service delivery will be escorted in, and special, remedial and compensatory
education will no longer exist as they currently stand (pp.7-8).
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In 1992, the National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE), issued a
special education report on the state of educational services rendered to children with
disabilities. This report, "Winner All: A Call for Inclusive Schools" (NASBE, 1992), was
extremely critical of the current organizational settings for children with disabilities, and
called for the radical change of all aspects of the way in which special education services
were organized and delivered. The report described the progression of special education
legislation since Public Law 94-142, and concluded that since passage of the law a large
and separate bureaucracy has developed to educate students labeled as disabled. It also
criticized the system for segregating and labeling special education students, and for
ineffective mainstreaming practices that shattered both the academic and social areas of
the student’s school life. The report also criticized current organizational and
instructional practices that in the name ofmainstreaming have (1) resulted in minimal
instructional expectation; (2) not given regular education teachers the support needed in
their class to help with disabilities; and (3) fragmented the mainstreamed child’s
instructional program through “pull-out” strategies, which causes them to lose crucial
instructional time. As a solution to the problems, NASBE report advocates an inclusive
system of education for all children (Marsh, Podenski, Price & Smith, 1995).
As school reform progresses, it is extremely important that all educators (regular and
special educators) are educated on reform issues, and define their perception toward these
issues. It is also crucial that all educators actively contribute to the shaping of education
as we advance towards the twenty-first century.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate the perceptions of traditional and special
education teachers about the inclusion of students with disabilities into mainstream
classroom settings. The study investigates school reform issues that revolve around the
concept of inclusive education.
Definition of Terms
Advocacy refers to efforts, usually by parents or educators, to establish services for
students (Waldron, 1996).
Collaboration is a process where educators interact to solve problems relating to
student needs (Waldron, 1996).
Compensatory education refers to Federally or State funded programs such as Chapter
I and Remedial Education Programs (REP), which are targeted to provide services to
students on low social and economic status who are not achieving academic success.
These services are usually on a pull-out basis (Gartner & Lipsky, 1997).
Decentralization refers to the act of keeping children with exceptional needs close to
their home communities (Waldron, 1996).
Inclusion is an outgrowth of school reform. Regular Education Initiative, and
mainstreaming which speaks to the needs of educating students with disabilities. The
focus is on providing services to students in the regular classroom, rather than pulling
students out of regular classrooms to receive special services (Belcher, 1995).
Inclusive Education is the concept of educating all students through assessment of the
whole child. Students would not progress through traditional lock-step, age-grade
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progression, but rather would be grouped heterogeneously, based on the particular lesson
to be taught. The goal of inclusive education is that, to the maximum extent possible, all
students, including at-risk students and students with disabilities will be educated in the
regular classroom (Gartner & Lipsky, 1997).
Labeling is figuratively attaching a name that categorizes a student as demonstrating a
designated disability ( Waldron, 1996)..
Mainstreaming is the process by which students with disabilities interact with non¬
disabled peers. This concept comes out of the least restrictive environment clause of
Public Law 94-142 which mandates that, to the maximum extent appropriate, students
with disabilities will be educated with non-disabled peers (Gartner & Kerzner, 1997).
Also, mainstreaming has been used to refer to the selective placement of special
education students in one or more “regular” education classes. Proponents of
mainstreaming generally assume that a student must “earn” his or her opportunity to be
placed in regular classes by demonstrating an ability to “keep up” with the work assigned
by the regular education classroom teacher (Internet, Yahoo, 1997).
Regular Education Initiative (REI) is a term coined in a 1986 address by Madeline C.
Will, former Assistant Secretary of the Department ofEducation, which stresses that
regular and special education share the responsibility for educating students with learning
problems. It questions the efficacy of two separate educational systems: regular
education and special education (Gartner & Kerzner, 1997).
Special Educator - a professional trained in meeting the needs of students with
disabilities (Waldron, 1996).
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Students with disabilities are students who are eligible for special education services
as a result of significant learning, behavior or other problems as specified by the
individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (Gartner & Lipsky, 1977)
Students with special needs or at-risk students are students who are eligible for
alternative educational programs. These students may or may not have been diagnosed
with disabilities (Gartner & Lipsky, 1997).
Limitations of the Study
This study surveys only regular education and special education teachers from the
Atlanta Public Schools system. Unit 1 schools which house classes for exceptional
students. Results from this study may not necessarily be representative of the perceptions
of regular and special education teachers in other Atlanta metropolitan coimties regarding
school reform issues.
Summary
The literature indicates that empirical-based research on the topic of inclusion is
very expansive. The purpose of this study is to examine these concepts as dependent
variables in light of selected dependent variables specified in Chapter III.
Chapter II provides a review of the literature and research related to the dependent
variables. Chapter III describes the methodology used in the study. The presentation
and analysis of the data constitute Chapter IV; and the findings, conclusions and




This study investigates the perceptions of regular and special education teacher
towards the inclusion of students with disabilities in a mainstreamed classroom setting.
The study focuses on school reform issues centered around the concept of inclusive
education. The goal of inclusion is that, to the maximum extent possible, all students,
including those labeled at-risk and students with disabilities, be educated within the
regular education environment.
The current chapter is organized into three sections. The first sections provide a
historical viewpoint of educational reform. The second section investigates educational
reform issues which are encompassed in the concept of inclusive education, including
mainstreaming, collaborative teaching and school-based management. The final section
analyzes studies that address inclusion issues.
Historical Perspective of School Reform
The public education system in the United States is heavily affected by the current
disturbance of our society. During the past five decades there have been many crises in
American society, especially in the area of education. The American educational system
has attempted to give answers to the current needs of its citizens, with varying degrees of
success.
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After the Russian Revolution of 1917, the USSR had become an object of educational
interest. Particularly after 1957, following the Soviet Sputnik, the first artificial earth
satellite was launched into space, demonstrating the advanced state of Soviet
technological learning, which caused the American public to become concerned about
their educational system. The American public became extremely concerned that their
democratic society would disintegrate unless our educational system caught up with the
perceived excellence of the Soviets. In response to this crisis, the United States Congress
passed the National Defense Education Act in 1958. This law was one of the most
outstanding education bills in the United States history. The National Defense Education
Act provides financial aid to states, educational institutions, and individuals desiring to
improve educational programs in the United States. The NDEA (National Defense
Education Act) also furnishes funds for states to purchase equipment in science,
mathematics, language, English, reading, history, civic, and geography. The National
Defense Education Act was administered by the United States Department of Education
(Microsoft Encarta, 1994).
In the late 1950's the federal government placed a great emphasis on promoting
excellence in traditional academic field. However, that interest soon shifted decisively to
achieving social equality for the disadvantaged. In 1965, Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act provided federal funds for supplementary programs targeted
toward the poor and African-American children (Microsoft Encarta, 1994). Also, there
were several studies that questioned the benefit of special classes for children diagnosed
as mentally retarded. Key among these studies was L.M. Dunn’s 1968 study,
summarized by Hocutt, Martin, and McKinney (1991) as follows:
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* No available evidence suggested that the academic progress of children
classified as mentally retarded in special, separate classes was better than
the academic progress of such children in general classrooms.
* Labels accompanying special class placement were stigmatizing.
* General education was well capable of providing effective individualized
instruction to the slow learner or to those with mental retardation.
* Self-contained classes for children with mental retardation tended to segregate
African American children from Caucasian children, as the former were
disproportionately enrolled in special education classes as a result of scores
from IQ tests which were used from placement decisions.
The issue of racial disproportionality was the subject of several court suits in
California (e.g., Diana v. Board of Education in 1970, Larry P. v. Riles in 1972). These
suits resulted in injunctions against group testing and required that all tests be developed,
standardized and administered in the students’ cultural language. Further, parental
permission would be required to protect against arbitrary placement in special education.
The significance of early intervention was also stressed during the 1960s with the
advent ofprograms such as Head Start. Research explained the importance of the
preschool years as a prime time for learning pre-academic skills, as well as social skills
which are necessary for success in school (Gartner, & Lipsky, 1997).
The needs of children with disabilities came into existence in the 1960s as well.
Before the concerns for exceptional children were made known, many of these were
placed in residential treatment centers. These centers were established first in Europe and
then in the United States, by individual states, to provide care for people who were blind,
deaf, severely retarded, and those with severe emotional disorders. However, after World
War II, the attitude ofAmericans regarding the education ofpersons who were disabled
changed significantly in a positive way. Parent groups, formed to lobby for the rights of
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children with disabilities, joined with professional educators to press for educational
programs for the exceptional child.
In 1975 the United States Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act, which guarantees a free and appropriate education to all children between
the ages of three and twenty-one, regardless of the severity of the disability. Title VI was
added to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to provide federal funds to assist
with the excess cost ofeducating children with disabilities (Microsoft Encarta, 1994).
The concerns for improvement in American education resulted in the birth of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education. In 1981 this commission was formed
to conduct an investigation and report the findings to the American public on the state of
education in America. From this commission came the report, A Nation at Risk; The
Imperative for Educational Reform. The study was conducted for a period of 18 months
and addressed numerous facets of the American educational system, including assessing
the quality of teaching and learning, comparing American schools and colleges to those
of other countries, evaluating the effect of social and educational changes, and identifying
problems that prevent excellence in education. Information was retrieved from research
papers, public hearing, panel discussions, a symposium, meeting organized by the
Department ofEducation’s Regional Offices, letters from concerned parents or educators,
and other sources; and educators and public official called to testify at eight meetings of
the Commission. The research and analyses of the findings revealed that problems do
exist in American education. Based on these findings, the Commission made five
recommendations based on changes in content, standards and expectations, time,
teaching, and leadership/fiscal support.
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This report had a tremendous impact on the American educational system. One of the
most profound recommendations was for the development of standards for various
discipline areas. The evidence of attempts to comply with this recommendation is shown
in the new standards for most disciplines. Also, changes in the high school requirements
for graduation can be traced to the suggestions found in the report. Other goals, such as
increased admission scores for acceptance to colleges and universities, higher standards
for entry into education programs, and development ofmore rigorous textbooks that were
advocated in the report also influenced school curriculum in the 1980's and 1990's. Some
of the proposals are still being debated, such as extended day or extended year. Probably
one of the best known results of the research and reports was the development of the
educational plan for American 2000 by former President George Bush (Internet, Alta
Vista, 1998).
This period of time (approximately 1982-1986) in which “A Nation at Risk" had a
great deal of influence on our nation’s educational system, has been termed the first wave
of educational reform. The first wave placed emphasis on external factors; higher
standards (e.g., strengthened graduation requirements, competency statements, no pass/no
play, attendance rules); new and often mandated curricula, strengthening of teacher
certification requirements, and increases in education funding. The majority of changes
that occurred as a result of this first movement of reform was from outside the
educational establishment. The success of the first wave movement was due to the
change from the top and descending to the lower echelon of school organizations. In
retrospect, these reforms tended to be regulatory in nature as opposed to substantive
changes (Gartner & Lipsky, 1997).
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Mr. Terrell Bell (1993), the former Secretary of Education during the Reagan
administration, and the implementer of the National Commission on Excellence in
Education, made a retrospective view on the nation's education system over the last ten
year, and he made the following statement:
The top-down initiative by the states failed to come anywhere near to fulfilling the
expectations of those who sponsored the legislation. And we soon learned that
gains in student achievement, declines in high school dropout rates, and other
desired outcomes cannot be attained simply by changing requirements and
maintaining procedures and practices. A much more massive, system-wide effort
is required that involves parents, communities, and neighborhood. We
had placed too much confidence in school reforms that affected only six hours of
a child’s life and overlooked the other 18 hours each weekday plus the hours on
weekends and holiday (p.594).
During this period of the first wave of education reform, the goals to reform the
educational system did not address the needs of children with disabilities.
In 1986, Madeline C. Will, a former Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department ofEducation, addressed the
Wingspread conference on “The Education of Special Need Students: Research Findings
and Implications for Policy and Practice.” The focus of this address was to show the
need for educators, regular and special, to become unified. A reform movement known
as the Regular Education Initiative (REI) grew out of this historical address. REI
focused not only on exceptional students, but other at-risk groups as well.
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In the early 1980's, there was a growing concern regarding the effectiveness of
segregating special and regular education programs. The initiative was limited to
students with mild impairments. It was also based on prior educational research, which
indicated a lack of success for students in special education programs. The Regular
Education Initiative caused great furor. Many special educators reacted defensively, both
denigrating the need for change and arguing that regular educators would not be willing
or able to serve students with exceptional needs. As the first major challenge to the
separate special education system from within the federal government's jurisdiction, the
Regular Education Initiative served to "break the ice" and thus provided a greatly needed
opening for substantive change (Gartner, & Lipksy, 1997).
President George Bush, in his America 2000 proposal stated, "For today's students we
must make our schools better and more accountable." Of the six goals presented in
America 2000, the first and last goals places emphasis on the at-risk population
(Mulkeme, 1992). The underlying concepts of America 2000 include higher standards,
radical reform, national testing and choice of schools. By the year 2000, the National
Education Goals as set forth in America 2000 include (United States Department of
Education, 1991):
1. All children in America will start school ready to learn.
2. The high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90 percent.
3. American students will exit grades 4, 8, and 12 exhibiting
competency in challenging subject matter including English, mathematics,
science, history and geography.
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4.U.S. students will be first in the world in science and mathematics
achievement.
5. Every adult will be literate, and possess the knowledge skills
needed to effectively compete in a global economy.
6. Every educational facility will be drug and violence free and will offer a
disciplined environment conducive for learning, (p.5)
7. Every school will encourage parental involvement.
After the release of America 2000,various states have developed responses to the plan
and have moved ahead with state versions of the concept. The states in turn have
encouraged local systems to work with their communities in making American 2000 a
reality in a manner that incorporates local ownership and support for the stated goals. If
all children are going to learn by the year 2000, our educational reform efforts must
confront the realities that the at-risk child brings into the public education environment.
The evolution of America 2000 has merged the American Disabilities Act into its
goals. In a report to the Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources in July, 1993,
Senator Tom Harkin emphasized that President Clinton’s Goals 2000: Educate America
Act is fully consistent with the American Disabilities Act.
Section 102 of the Act sets out the six national education goals: school readiness,
school completion, student achievement and citizenship, mathematics and science, adult
literacy and lifelong learning, and safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools. The
Committee wishes to emphasize that these goals are applicable to all students, including
students with disabilities, (p.26)
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Harkins goes on to give specific intentions of the Act as it applies to students with
disabilities. These include the adoptions of flexible teaching strategies, an expectation
that all students will be held to high standards, opportunity to participate in a broad and
challenging curriculum, the appropriate and innovative use of technology, and systems of
assessments that are valid, reliable and free of discrimination.
Generally, since 1986, there has been a shift from top-down mandates to restructuring
the educational system from bottom-up. The emphasis of this second wave of school
reform focused on the role of the adults (e.g., teacher empowerment, school-base
management, parental involvement voucher schemes, and charter schools). The concern
was no longer external factors, but factors that would meet the needs of the children
within their commimities.
Berreth (1992), believed that another movement of school reform is unnecessary. It
was believed that, “there is only one reform agenda: improving teaching for learning for
all students.” She goes on to state that our goal is “to achieve a coherent rich learning
experience for every student” (p.23). This should be the focus of the educational reform
for the twenty-first century.
Educational Reform Issues
The passage of the Education for all Handicapped Children Act, also known as Public
Law 94-142 passed in 1975 was the turning point for special education reform in United
States. Public Law 94-142 was designed to ensure that all children with disabilities
received a free, appropriate public education in a least restrictive classroom environment.
In 1991, Public Law 94-142 was renamed Public Law 101-476. This amendment has two
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major themes in the 1990 reauthorization: (1) to increase opportunities for all minority
and economically disadvantaged individuals to participate full and benefit from the Act,
and (2) to increase the availability of transition services for babies, toddlers, children, and
youth with disabilities (Marsh, Podemski, Price, & Smith, 1995).
The effect of this legislation has been far reaching. In 1974 one million children with
disabilities were not served by public school systems because of the nature of their
impairment. By 1990 over four and one-halfmillion children were served in special
education programs. In order to cope with this ever-increasing number of students with
disabilities, “a vast and separate bureaucracy has developed to educate students labeled as
disabled” (National Association ofState Boards of Education, 1992).
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is a clear mandate ofP.L. 94-142 and IDEA.
The special education law makes it very clear that schools place all students with
disabilities in the least restrictive environment, or LRE. The term "least restrictive
environment" means that all special education students should be educated in an
environment that is as normal as possible, that is, least restrictive (Platt, & Olson, 1996).
Mainstreaming has been the vehicle most used for ensuring that students with
disabilities are educated with their non-disabled peers. Generally the concept of
mainstreaming proposes students with disabilities be served primarily in a special
education setting. These students are then placed in the mainstream for the portion of the
day.
The effectiveness ofmainstreaming has been questioned through the years of trial and
error of implementing this strategy. Many have contended that regular classroom
teachers are capable of accommodating the individual differences of students with
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disabilities and that the regular classroom is more conducive to learning for all students
(Ysseldyke, Algozzine, & Thurlow, 1992).
To correct the problems emerging from the separate, special education systems,
Madeline Will did not support the abolishment of special education, rather the creation of
a “powerful, responsive educational system, with enhanced component part.” She
encourages a partnership between regular and special educators to evaluate and serve all
children with special learning needs before they reach a point of failure.
Advocates of the Regular Education Initiative movement argue that labeling students
with mild disabilities and pulling them out of the regular classroom for special education
services results in stigmatization. Often, these students feet “inferior,” “dumb,” or
“different.” Proponents of the Regular Education Initiative support the adaptation of
regular classes to meet the needs of the individual learner, rather than categorizing
students into disability areas. Some proponents of the REI support the inclusion ofall
students with disabilities in regular classes, even those students with severe disabilities
(Giangreco & Putnam, 1991).
Inclusion is a term which expresses commitment to educate the student, to the
maximum extent appropriate, in the regular education setting. It involves bringing the
support services to the student (rather than moving the student to the services) and
focuses on the student benefiting from being in the class (rather than having the student to
keep up with their peers). According to the National Association of State Board of
Education (1992), inclusion is defined as follows:
....students attend their home school with their age and grade peers. It requires
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that the proportion of students labeled for special services is relatively uniform
for all of the schools within a particular school district, and that this ratio reflects
the proportion ofpeople with disabilities in society at large. Included students are
not isolated into special classes or wings within the school. To the maximum
extent possible, included students receive their in-school educational services
in the general education environment with appropriate in-class support. This
instruction is complemented with community-based instruction that provides the
student with the opportunity to learn a variety of life and employment skills in
normal community setting. All educators are responsible for the outcomes of all
of the students in the school. (p.l2)
The NASBE study group envisions a restructured, inclusive system as looking very
different from typical schools as they exist today. Students would not progress through
the traditional lock-step, age-grade progression, but rather would be grouped
heterogeneously, based on the particular lesson to be taught. In this arrangement students
would achieve curricular goals through a variety ofmethods and a variety of task.
It appears to be clear that the issue of inclusion goes far beyond integrating students
with disabilities into regular classroom. Inclusion focuses on looking at all children
developmentally and creating environments in which all children can effectively learn.
This goal will require that schools develop a sense of commimity in which students,
teachers, administrators, parents and the community at large feel that they are a member
of a team that provides support for a common effort.
Inclusion has become a major part of current school reform issues for a number of
reasons, namely legal mandates, court orders, philosophical beliefs of educators and
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parents, and decisions made for students with disabilities by placement committees. At
times decisions made regarding inclusion for students with disabilities may appear to
conflict with other current reform issues, such as raising academic standards for all
students or teachers being held accoimtable for the standardized test scores of the students
in their classrooms. Educational reform or educational restructuring is indeed complex
and multifaceted.
Restructuring is an individual process and every school must determine what is
appropriate for the success of their students, staff, and community. What works in one
school may fail in another. No particular restructuring strategy will likely be equally
effective for all students or all schools (Meyers, H., & Nevin, A., & Thousand, J., &
Villa, R., 1996).
Some commonalties in restmcturing practice which appear consistently in the
literature include the following:
1. school-based management with an active teacher role.
2. shared decision making at the district level,
3. cooperative relationships between administrators
and local teacher associations, and
4. innovative staffdevelopment practices (Jallad, B., & Saumell, L., & Schuum,
S., & Slusher, J. & Vaugh, S., 1996)
While these commonalties of restructuring are certainly not exhaustive, they do provide a
consistent foundation on which to focus.
Virtually all of the broad strategies that have emerged in the recent literature on school
reform stress the component of decentralized governance. In these systems, the locus of
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decision making with regard to the general operation of school programs has largely
shifted from the central offices to the local school administrator. This results in greater
flexibility and autonomy among schools, both in organization and program
implementation (Fulk & Hirth, 1994).
School-based management has become a very important part of school reform. This
management structure is designed to alter the traditional hierarchical, bureaucratic
staffing and decision-making relationships and to decentralize authority for decisions to
individual schools. Rather than all decisions being made by the superintendent and
central office administrators, the principal and his or her staff are “empowered” that is,
given greater autonomy to make decisions. Because the principal and his staff are more
likely to be aware of local needs and context, it is assumed that their decisions will be
more appropriate in handling various problems than those decisions made centrally. The
local administrator and staff will more likely be committed to seeing that the decisions
are well implemented and will work harder to assure success. Site-based management
also allows the local school administrator to address the needs of all students, special and
regular students (Marsh, Podemski, Price, & Smith, 1995).
Educational research continues to place emphasis on teachers being more involved in
identifying needs and developing the strategies for implementing and maintaining
effective change in our schools. Entrusting teachers with greater power and
accountability for school-based changes can have many positive outcomes (Ehrenberg,
1995). First, it can increase the level ofparticipation and support in the development and
implementation innovation reforms (Lieberman, 1990). Second, it has the potential of
increasing the sense ofefficacy among regular and special education teachers.
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The new theory, according to Darling-Hammond (1992), “assumes students are not
standardized and teaching is not routine...effective teaching techniques will vary for
students with different learning styles, different developed intelligence, at different stages
of cognitive and psychological development, for different subject areas, and for different
instructional goals” (p.24). In order for educators to effectively meet the challenge of
educating students according to new expectation, it will be necessary for educators to
continually learn and adapt to new situations.
The method in the past has been to provide one time staffdevelopment-training
sessions on topics determined by school administrators. This method has shown to be
ineffective. According to Ayres and Meyer (1992), teachers must be empowered and
recognized as knowing their students and circumstances better than anyone else.
Teachers must have ownership in any innovative programs or model implementation in
order for change to occur and be successful.
Innovative and effective staff development activities can be implemented to initiate
successful school reform. These staff development activities can target teachers'
attitudes, classroom practices, and child outcomes. Staff development activities are very
beneficial when teachers ask for the opportunity to be exposed to specific ideas, or
teachers can see that training has relevance for them. All teachers need the time and
opportunity to process and practice the new knowledge they have acquired. Teacher must
believe that they are being considered while change is taking place (Black, 1995). These
new tools can change teachers’ classroom practices, which can lead to changes in student
outcomes. Improved student outcomes can lead to change in teachers’ perceptions.
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According to the Graduate School and University Center’s national survey (1994),
systematic staff development and flexible planning time for special education and general
education teachers to meet and work together contribute to successful inclusive
educational programs. Empowering teachers and collaborating between programs
improve both the professional teaching environment and continuity of educational goals
and objectives. If educational systems accept the paradigm of inclusive schools for all
children, collaboration can successfully occur. However, several factors must be
overcome in order for this successful collaboration to occur. One factor reported by
teachers is that they feel isolated and separated from other professional in their
educational setting. The feelings of separation and/or isolation are magnified by the
specialization and stratification of teachers and administrators assigned to distinctly
separate programs and functions (Foshay, Kennedy, Lombardi, & Nuzzo, 1994).
Therefore, in order for regular and special educators to collaborate with one another,
boundaries must be dissolved. They must see themselves as educators for all students.
Last but not the least, the school administrator must view both the regular and special
educator as equal. This action would give both teachers the opportunity to give
significant input into the daily operations of the school environment.
Studies of Inclusion
A survey was conducted by the National Center on Educational Restructuring and
Inclusion (NCERI) soliciting information from education facilities participating in
inclusive education. The NCERI was interested in how these programs began, obstacles
encountered, parental support, evaluation procedures used, and material development.
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Research has shown that several factors have a significant impact on the school
environment. The National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI)
discovered that successful inclusive education programs consisted of strong leadership,
collaboration among regular and special educators, and support for students; refocused
use of assessments and funding; and effective parental and family support (Internet, Alta
Vista, 1998).
In Vermont, students with severe disabilities had been placed into regular classroom
environments since 1984. A growing number of school districts are no longer providing
a special education classroom model and are instead placing the exceptional child in the
regular classroom environment with the appropriate services (Thousand & Villa, 1995).
A study was performed with participants including 19 general education teachers who
worked in the public schools teaching kindergarten through grade nine. These teachers
were chosen for semi-structured interviews, because each had a student who was
identified as severely disabled in his or her classroom on a full-time basis in the past three
years. Interviews were conducted in 1991 and ranged in length from 45 to 90 minutes.
In addition to the interviews, 18 of the teachers completed questionnaires. Results
indicated that the teachers were initially anxious and negative about the placement of this
child. However, 17 of the 19 teachers reported transforming experiences of a more
positive nature and related benefits to the students with disabilities, their classmates, and
the teacher themselves. Benefits to the severely disabled students included an increased
awareness and responsiveness to the classroom environment, and skill acquisition and
experiences that enhanced the quality of the students’ lives. Their peers became more
aware of the needs ofpeople with disabilities and matured in areas of social/emotional
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development, flexibility and empathy. Teachers reported that they became more
reflective, flexible, empathetic and felt an increased level of confidence in their teaching
ability. These teachers’ experiences not only affected how they taught their students with
disabilities, but also how they approached teaching of all children in the class (Thousand
& Villa, 1995).
To elaborate on the past studies noted above, a recent study was conducted to analyze
the perceptions of regular and special educators toward the full inclusion of all students,
including students with moderate and severe disabilities. A Heterogeneous Education
Teacher Survey (HETS) assessing teacher and administrator's perceptions of REI
proposals and practices in educating children with mild disabilities and the Revised
Regular Education Initiative Teacher Survey (REITS-R) assessing teacher and
administrator perceptions toward full inclusion of all children, and their beliefs about
current practices in educating all children in general education classrooms were
administered to a total of 690 respondents - 578 licensed general education teachers of
whom 53 possessed administrative certification, 102 licensed special education teachers
ofwhom 5 had administrative endorsement, and 10 unidentified subjects. The
respondents were selected from 32 sehool sites judged as providing heterogeneous
educational opportunities for all children. The results indicated that the teachers and
administrators favored full inclusion of students with disabilities in general education
through collaborative relationship among all edueators. This study contradicts previous
research findings that educators prefer pullout programs. For both general and special
education educators, administrative support and collaboration were effective predictors of
positive attitudes towards full inclusion (Meyers, Nevin, Thousand & Villa, 1996).
28
Teachers' perceptions about inclusive education vary, from strong acceptance to strong
opposition. Overall, school districts report that when implementing inclusive education
programs, staff attitudes and perceptions have become more positive over time (National
Study of Inclusive Education, 1995). According to Gartner & Lipsky (1997), various
school districts furnished reports on their staffs’ perceptions and attitudes towards
inclusion. Below are excerpts from various school districts:
The [general education] staff has moved beyond their initial concerns about whether
they could adequately meet the needs of the special education yoimgsters. They
now see [each] as simply one more student with a unique set of needs...[F]ull
inclusion benefits the regular classroom teacher in that the provision of services can
often include a few other students that need the services but do not qualify for
special education. (p.40).
Colusa UnifiedSchool District, California
The attitudes of staffmembers, both general and special educators, have changed
dramatically. Most significantly, special education is no longer seen as something
clearly separate and distinct from the larger mission of the school. The lines
between general and special education are not as clear as t hey used to be, and the
staff is now comfortable and accepting of the “parameter fusion.” (p.l52).
Baltimore City Schools, Maryland
In terms of our special teachers, we initially had staff that ranged from
spearheading the inclusion movement to ...passively agreeing. Our Leemore High
School teachers have undergone an interesting “evolution.” One of the most
important skills they had to learn how to work with general education teachers and
in general education classes. All the veteran [special education] teachers have come
to recognize that inclusive education does work, (p.46)
Leemore Union High School District, California
There is continued growth in “ownership” by the regular education staff, a loud
cry for continued staffdevelopment, and a great unmet need for collaboration/joint
planning time. There is still some feeling among a few regular education staff that
they must have additional assistant/special education teacher with them at all times
if students are placed in their class. For the most part, if some training is done with
the regular education students and teacher, they are pretty open. (p.l87).
Eden Prairie Public Schools
Independent School District, #272, Minnesota
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The most identifiable change in the staff since we started inclusion is the
commitment to all children in the classroom There is no longer a “yours and mine”
attitude. Responsibilities for children are shared rather than separated. Inclusion
has built a tremendous sense of ownership and pride in the community of our
school. The school environment is professional, with more of a sense of respect for
one another. Inclusion has bolstered an entirely different working relationship
among staffmembers. This is the best surprise of all. As the learning takes place
casually and comfortably among us, we have become professional and personal
friends. (p.361)
Brillon Public Schools, Wisconsin
As the issue of inclusion is thrust upon school systems, there are questions regarding
general educators; willingness and abilities to serve students with disabilities in regular
classrooms.
Perceptions regarding mainstreaming are also a consideration with preschool
programs. Rose and Smith (1993), report information from a recent national survey
conducted with program directors of child care. Head Start, special education services,
and parents ofpreschool children with disabilities. Nearly 60% of the survey respondents
cited attitudes as a concern impacting on the effective mainstreaming/inclusion of
preschool children with disabilities in community or integrated settings. According to
Rose and Smith, "The types ofattitudes reported on the survey were categorized
according to the following concerns: (a) ‘someone will lose,’ (b) teacher preparedness, (c)
awareness, (7) turf, and (e) communication/collaboration/respect” (p.59). The primary
difference appears to be the difference of certification, licensure, or educational
expectations for those working with agencies other than public school programs.
Strategies for overcoming negative perception barriers to preschool
inclusion/mainstreaming are consistent with those suggested in other studies.
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A qualitative policy study of least restrictive environment was conducted from 1989 to
1992 at the University ofVermont with assistance from a federal grant (Hasazi, 1994).
Interviews were conducted in six states, with state level interviews in each state, as well
as in two local districts in each of the six states, for a total of 18 sites. Six factors are
noted that “seemed to influence the implementation of Least Restrictive Environment”
finance, organization, advocacy, knowledge and values, and state/local context” (p.506).
The authors indicate that the factors are so interconnected that it is impossible to single
out a most important factor in implementing inclusion. A major component in the
implementation of inclusion is how leadership at each site chose to look at least
restrictive environment. Ifpeople in leadership roles chose to view regular education and
special education as integrated systems, the door would open for many more possibilities
for services for students. It is extremely important to realize the crucial role teachers play
not only in advancing new ideas but bringing these ideas into existence. Moreover, a
teacher’s years of experience contribute a needed practicality ethic to proposals for




As we previously mentioned, the purpose of this study is to investigate the perceptions
of regular and special education teachers working in the Atlanta Public Schools, Unit I
(schools with special education classrooms) toward the education of students with
disabilities xmder the concept of inclusive education. This investigation focuses on
reform issues adopted/proposed under the concept of inclusive education. The
independent variables include the participants; gender, number of years in current
position, total number of years in education, and the current role in which they work.
Dependent variables include the score, frequencies and ranking determined from the
responses to the questionnaire (See Appendix A for the final version). Comparisons
among the independent variables are made through analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Research Design
Surveys were given to 420 traditional and special education teachers of the
Atlanta Public Schools Systems. Teachers came from 18 out of the 23 elementary
schools from the Unit I Schools. Only 18 schools participated because the other five
schools did not house an exceptional education class. Sixty-three surveys were randomly
selected from among the 286 surveys returned from the regular education teachers.
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Because of the re-zoning of special educators, there were only 37 special educators who
responded. Due to such small numbers, all of the special education surveys were used.
Instrumentation
The questionnaire was used to obtain information on perceptions of the
responders concerning effective strategies for meeting students’ needs, support for
educational change, and inclusive education. The instrument was developed using
foundations from the review of literature and the interests of the researchers. The survey
consists of two sections: demographic information and Likert scale statements.
Likert Scale




4.50 - 5.495.50-6.00 Strongly Agree
Sections II consist of statements, which relate to three research questions targeted
for this study: effective strategies for meeting students’ needs, support for educational
change, inclusive education, and the degree of change needed in education. The
responses were documented on a six point Likert scale with 1 indicating “strongly
disagree” and 6 indicating “strongly agree.”
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Dependent Variables and Issues
Three dependent variables emerged from the issues listed in the summary chapter
ofChapter II of this study. Each variable was associated with a cluster of statement in the
questionnaire. Table 1 make known the variable descriptor and the statements or
questions that apply to the dependent variable.
Table 1
Cluster ofQuestions per Dependent Variables




1,2, 15, 18, 24
2. Support for
Educational Change 3,5, 10, 12, 17,21
3. Inclusive Education 4, 9,16,19,22,23
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Research Questions
Every issue raised provided a basis for designing the research questions.
The independent variables are the items found in Section I of the questionnaire.
Therefore, the research questions below will focus on the statistically significant
differences among the independent variables.
1. Is there a difference in the perceptions of traditional teachers compared to
special educators toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, if they
were to receive effective strategies/methods for meeting the needs of
students with disabilities?
2. Is there a difference among the perceptions of traditional teachers
compared to special educators toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities, if they were to receive support for educational change within
the school districts?
3. Is there a difference among the perceptions of traditional teachers
compared to special educators toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities, regarding the concept of inclusion?
Null Hypothesis # 1:
There are no significant differences with the regular and special educators'
perceptions toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, if they were to
receive effective methods/strategies for teaching students with disabilities.
Null Hypothesis #2:
There are no significant differences among traditional and special educators'
perceptions toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, if they were to
receive district support for educational change.
Null Hypothesis #3:
There are no significant differences among traditional and special educators’
perceptions toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, regarding the
concept of the inclusion of students with disabilities.
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Chapter IV
Data Presentation and Analysis
Research has focused on educational issues that revolve around the theory of inclusive
education. The chapter will include a presentation and analysis of the data collected from
the responses ofregular and special education participants in the study. The following
information is included: 1) descriptive data, and 2) findings related to the research
questions.
Descriptive Data
Surveys were given to 383 regular and 37 special education teachers. A total of 323
surveys were returned. However, only 100 surveys were selected for this study (37
special education teachers surveys and 63 randomly selected regular education surveys).
Table 2 presents an outline of the surveys distributed and returned by respondents.
Strength of Items and Subsets
Sections II consists of statements, which relate to three research questions targeted for
this study: effective strategies for meeting students’ needs, support for educational
change, inclusive education, and the degree of change needed in education. The
responses were documented on a six point Likert scale with 1 indicating “strongly
disagree” and 6 indicating “strongly agree.”
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Table 2






Teachers 37 37 100%
Regular Education
Teachers 286 383 75%
Totals 323 420 77%
Table 3 indicates additional demographic information collected in section I of the
questionnaire. The mean length of time that respondents had been in their current










in Education 11.3 100
Data Analysis
Frequencies were determined for each variable. Following, an analysis of variance
among the dependent variables was completed. From these data, the foundation was
established to make statements regarding significaint differences between variables.
The following information is included: l)descriptive data, and 2) findings related to the
research.
Analysis ofNull Hypothesis
The study was designed to investigate the perception of regular and special educators
towards the inclusion of students with disabilities. Below are the analyses of the null
hypothesis stated in this study.
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Null Hypothesis # 1
There are no significant differences with the regular and special educators' perceptions
toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, if they were to receive effective
methods/strategies for teaching students with disabilities.
Analysis ofNull Hypothesis #1
The F-ratio of (1,98) of 183.800 is greater than the critical value of 3.94. Therefore,
the null hypothesis is rejected, meaning that there were differences between the regular
and special educators' perceptions toward inclusion, even if the opportunity to receive




Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Square Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 48.541 48.541 183.800 .000
Within Groups 98 25.881 .264
Total 99 74.422
Group Count Mean Standard
Deviation
Reg. Ed. 63 4.3214 .5598
Spec. Ed. 37 2.8784 .4234
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Null Hypothesis # 2
There are no significant differences with the regular and special educators' perceptions
toward the inclusion of students with disabilities, if they were to receive district support
for educational change.
Analysis ofNull Hypothesis # 2
The F-ratio of (1,98) of 22.329 is greater than the critical value of 3.94. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected, meaning that there were significant differences with the
regular and special educators' perceptions towards inclusion of students with disabilities,
even if they were to receive support from the district for education change. Reference
Table 5.
Table 5
Support for Educational Change
Analysis of Variance
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F
Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 241.017 241.017 22.329 .000
Within Groups 98 244.3547 10.794
Total 99 244.9600
Group Count Mean Standard
Deviation
Reg. Ed. 63 21.4317 1.6841
Spec. Ed. 37 18.2162 4.9722
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Null Hypothesis # 3
There are no significant differences with the regular and special educators'
perceptions towards the inclusion of student with disabilities, regarding the concept of
the inclusion of students with disabilities
Analysis of Hypothesis # 3
The F-ratio of (1,98) of 2.095 us less than the critical value of 3.94. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is accepted, meaning that there were no significant differences between
the regular and special educators' perceptions towards the inclusion of students with












Between Groups 1 .604 .604 2.095 .151
Within Groups 98 28.253 .288
Total 99 28.857
Group Count Mean Stand
Deviation
Reg. Ed. 63 4.2578 .4938




The findings of this study are reviewed and interpreted in this chapter. Following the
presentation of conclusions and discussion, recommendations are presented.
Conclusions and Discussion
The purpose of this study is to investigate the perceptions and beliefs of regular and
special education teachers towards the inclusion of students with disabilities. The study
examines school reform issues revolving around the concept of inclusive education.
Responses are compared to determine if there are significant differences related to factors
such as school/district support, method/strategies for educating students with disabilities,
and inclusive behavior.
If one were to evaluate the findings, one would be able to conclude that the
perceptions of the regular and special educators towards inclusive education were
different in the area of school/district support, strategies/methods in teaching. These
findings caused hypothesis 1 and 2 to be rejected. However, both educators' perceptions
towards inclusive education were the same. This finding caused hypothesis 3 to be
accepted.
An Indiana superintendent’s response to a national survey regarding inclusion
mentioned that two things were necessary for successful inclusion: “leadership and
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money” (The Graduate School and University, 1994). It seems that the leadership of the
principal plays an important role in implementing successful inclusion practices. Three
elements of exceptional leadership practices were identified by the Center’s national
inclusion survey: a positive view about the value of education to students with
disabilities, a positive view of capabilities of teachers and schools to accommodate the
needs of all students, and a belief that everyone benefits from inclusion.
The National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (1994) identified
several factors necessary for successful inclusive education implementation. These
include: “visionary leadership, collaboration, re-focussed use of assessment, supports for
staff and students, funding, effective parental involvement, and models and classroom
practices that support inclusion.” The educational trend of inclusion is a dramatic
change, however; it can be done with positive attitudes.
Implications for Future Research
Based upon the findings of this study, the following recommendations are suggested
for consideration for future investigation.
First of all, all school districts participating in inclusive schooling must provide their
principals and teachers with opportunities to visit schools with an inclusive program. It is
imperative that administrators provide staff development classes on the nature and needs
of the disabled child, instruction (group and individualized), methods, and strategies
regarding the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular education
environment. Regular aind special education teachers should be given the opportunity to
collaborate daily/weekly regarding issues, questions, problems, failures, and successes
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they encounter within the inclusive environment. Lastly, it is very important for the
school administrators to make sure that support, resources and materials are made
available to all teachers working in an inclusive environment.
Conclusion
Educating all students in the least restrictive environment is a philosophical and
mandated goal in the field of special education. In order to ensure that Public Law 94-
142 is being met within the school systems, it is imperative that the aforementioned is
addressed and implemented. The respondents of this survey understand the importance
ofmaking modifications for students and adapting teaching strategies/methods to meet
the needs of a diverse population. However, the respondents need training, and support,
which will enable them to have effective strategies to meet the diverse population.
A person's desire to accept inclusive education will affect their commitment to
implementing it. Inclusion has become a reality in meeting the needs of the diverse
population. As mentioned by P. Mittler (1994), inclusive education is not simply
integration or mainstreaming, but "requires radical school reform, changing the existing
system, and rethinking the entire curriculum of the school in order to meet the needs of
all children" (p.2).
Inclusive education practices do not necessarily lead to equality of educational
opportunity among all students and may actually cause greater educational inequality if
regular and special educators are not willing to aecept, support, and implement the
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inevitable pedagogical change. A true educator who is concerned with educating children







Regular education teacher: grade:
Special education teacher: areas of certification: (check all that apply)
LD E/BD ID SI
Interrelated HI ^VI OH
2. Number of years in current position:
3. Number of years in the education profession:
4. Gender: Female Male
SECTION II
DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE TO EACH OF THE
FOLLOWING ITEMS USING THE SCALE BELOW.
STRONGLY DISAGREE STRONGLY AGREE
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. It is important to make modifications for students who need adaptations to benefit
from a particular instructional environment.
1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Students’ progress should be graded according to ability rather than only with
standardized measures.
1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Our school/school district has a broad continuum of services for meeting the
needs of all students.






4. Inclusion of students with mild disabilities into regular classes is generally an
effective strategy.
1 2 3 4 5 6
5. I have input into the program of students with disabilities who are placed in
the regular classroom.
1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Specialized programs such as Chapter 1 or remedial programs are
effective in serving the students who participates in them.
1 2 3 4 5 6
7. It is important for academic expectations to be the same for all students
in a class.
1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Maximum class sized should be reduced when students with disabilities are
placed in regular classrooms.
1 2 3 4 5 6
9. The inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom can be
beneficial to the other students in the class.
1 2 3 4 5 6
10.1 have support from my supervisor(s) to try new ideas and implement
creative strategies.
1 2 3 4 5 6
11. In most cases, students should be served in regular classes regardless of
disability.
1 2 3 4 5 6
12. I have opportunities to talk and plan with my colleagues on a regular basis.
1 2 3 4 5 6
13. It is important that behavioral expectations be the same for all students
in a class.






14. My school/district is a strong supporter of inclusive education.
1 2 3 4 5 6
15. Special education provides a valuable service for students with disabilities.
1 2 3 4 5 616.When students with disabilities are placed in the regular classroom, the
the classroom teacher must devote most of her/his attention to the students
with disabilities.
1 2 3 4 5 6
17. Efforts are made to provide opportunities for mutual planning and
collaboration among personnel in my school/district.
1 2 3 4 5 6
18. Students should be grouped in ways which allow a wide variety of abilities in
in each class.
1 2 3 4 5 6
19. All students should be included in regular environments to the greatest extent
possible.
1 2 3 4 5 6
20. In most cases, students with deficits who are not in special education should
receive special assistance/instruction outside of the regular classroom.
1 2 3 4 5 6
21. Opportunities for staff development are provided by my school district which meet
my needs for professional growth.
1 2 3 4 5 6
22. Inclusion in the regular classroom will hurt the educational progress of the
student with a disability.
1 2 3 4 5 6
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23. Placement of a student with a disability into a regular classroom is disruptive
t o students without a disability.
1 2 3 4 5 6
24. In most cases, students should be grouped by ability
1 2 3 4 5 6
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